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KEY OF VERMONT TRANSIT SYSARMSBIVISIONS

AT Advance Transit

GMCN GreenMountain Community Network, Inc.

GMT-Rural Green Mountain TransiRural (previously GMTA)

GMT-Urban Green Mountain Transirban (previously CCTA)

MVRTD Marble Valley Regional Transit District

RCT Rural Community Transportation, Inc.

SEVIMOOver Soutteast Vermont Transitpreviously DVTAnd CR)

TVEMID Tri-Valley Transit, Inévliddlebury Divisior(previously ACTR)

TVFONW Tri-Valley Transit, In@rangeNorth Windsor DivisiofpreviouslyStagecoach
VABVI Vermont Association for the Blind aMisually Impaired
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Ross MacDonald 802-522-7120
(VTrans Program Manager)

NORWICH

AT

Timothy Bradshaw 802-461-5310

GMT Green Mountain Transit

RCT Rural Community Transportation
SEVT Southeast Vermont Transit (MOOver)

Daniel Currier 802-279-5236

MVRTD Marble Valley Regional Transit District
TVT Tri-Valley Transit

Stephanie Reilly 802-595-9138

AT Advance Transit

GMCN Green Mountain Community Network
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

VTrans manages Ver mo,atd@sesseniid ¢élement df thimmasagemenpis o g r
monitoringtheperformance f a |l | routes and servicesTheperate
Public Transit Route Performarteviewor state fiscalear(SFY)222 presents the resultstofs
annuaperformance evaluation for public transit services across Vermgmioddsselps to

ensure that public investment in transit is well speopnigyaring performance at the route level to
appropriate standardnd identifying routes and services that ingadvement

This is thehird year using a new evaluation rul@ommened inthe2020 Public Transit Policy

Plan Rather than using two separate route evaluation measures, thasrdtite SFY 2028nd

SFY 202%epors, focuses on one measure to determine the performance of a route: cost
effectiveness. The report incleidealysis of both ridership and adfitienopmparing Vermont

routes to sets of national peers, as has beemdbeeast. But the ratings of acceptable,

successful or underperformfog the coskeffectiveness measare based on the comparison of a
routeds performance to the average performanc
comparison to nationpéers.

Of course, comparisons with performance reportsgramnyears
cannot ignore the hugmpact that the COVIEL9 pandemic has had of " SFY 2022Ver mo
transit ridershipfhe entire year of SFY 2021 was affected by the public transit systems
pandemic, with ebbs and flows in ridership reflecting the spread of tprow_?_(r-:-]q 3;"?4| m"j;g;
vaccination and the resurgence of neinstof the virus. While SFY hrilpﬁér ¢ 'Sh (;an IS I ; S
2021saw a 41% drop from SFY 2020 and a 52% drop from SFY 2( rigership as the state
levelsridership rebounded in SFY 2022 with a 45%@ammutes rebounds from the
oriented services continued to lag behind other types of routes in tfl |45 of the pandemic.
recoverySubsidized intetg bus which had beesuspended fall of

SFY 2021, was restarted in July.2021

As of this writindDecember 2@, statewidéransit ridership is still below gprandemic levels

even though some routes have fully recovered and even exceeded ridership from before the
pandemicln normal circumstanceshen routesare shown to be underperforming through the
analysis in this report, VTrans works proactively with the subject poblignovider to

determine what, if any, strategies may result in increased performance for\iialeotite.transit
ecosystem is not yet normal, it is possible to think critically about route perféffmanse.
continusto look for improved perforamce of services bneimainsognizant of factors related to
the pandemic that are outside the control of the transit agencies.
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INTRODUCTION

The Route Performance Rep®PR)s ceveloped anmaliyto documenthe performancef

public tansit serviceal oveVermont.The resltsare presentdd the Vermontegislaturas part

of VTrans® consol i dcuadacsvidies tepod to the House @antl Senate sy st em
Committees on TransportatidineVermont Agencgf Tr ansportati ojdds Pol i cy
Intermodal DevelopmenPPAID) Division specifically the Public Transit Sectoresponsible

for managinghe ¢ a tpublic sransit pragm. This report documentke Public Transit Sectirs

monitoring effortdo ensure that public investment in traasiell spent

Vermont has seven transit providers, though this repadfstifto divisions ofwo agencies that
reflect mergers which occurred over the prior dedad@alley Transitesvicesn theMiddlebury
regionareshownas TVFMID and the servicés theOrange/North Windsoregionareshownas
TVT-ONW. Green Mountain Transit continuestconsidered &so separatéivisionsGMT-
Urban and GM1Rural.This distinctiomeflects the urban/rural split in the Federal Transit
Administration (FTA) prograndTrans authorizeSMT-Urbanto bea direct recipient of funds
from theFTA, wherea¥Trans maintains oversight responsibility for the @&ural division.

In addition to hesevertransit systems in Vermont, this performance evaluation tt@vers

volunteerdriver serices provided bhe Vermont Association for the Blind and Visually Impaired

(VABVI) and thentercity bus services provided by Greyhound and Vermont Tsa(xliee

intercity services (e.g., Megaamkee Tralge nd Gr eyhoundds Montreal to
in Vermont and cover their costs through fare revenue. Hotheveryate carriers do not provide

data on thesmutesto VTransand so they are not reported on here

METHODOLOGY OVERVIEW

VTrans conducts monitoring of transit services by evaluating statewide trends as whdivak route
performance. Several data sousegsused to develop this annual report:
1 The transit systems provide rolateel performance data to VTran§58116 Rural Transit
Program Monthly Service Indicator Reports (SIRS).

VTranscollects datan all demand response progrénms the transit providers annually.

VTrans monitors opeting budget data by funding source (federal, state, and local) in its
granttracking spreadsheetad the transit systems provide their profit and loss statements
to analyze local share.

GMT-Ur b aquté statistics and budget data were providedydrgGMT.

In order to calculate operating costs more precisely and consistently at the route level, the
transit systems provided operating cost information broken down in such a way to allow for
the development of twmoint cost models (see further déston below).

= =

VTrans grouppublic transit rows and services throughout ttagesineightcategorieslescribed

below Prior to SFY 2019here had been nine categories, but a significant change whatmade

year, merging the Volunteer Driver category into the Demand Response category. This change was
made for several reasons, all related totieepof having the data in the RPR be a

comprehensive summary of all public transit activity in VeBedote 2019%the Volunteer Driver
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category included trips and administrative costs associated with all funding programs (of which
E&D and NEMT were by far the largest), but it excludechkbageosts associated with the trips

and thus did not represent the full cost of providing that service. Meanwhile, the Demand Response
category excluded NEMT trips provided on agency vans and taxis and also excluded all ADA
complementary paratransitstiphe majority of ADA paratransit trips are provided in Chittenden
County, but they also occur in Rutland, Brattleboro and the Upper Valley. The rationale for
excluding ADA paratransitpswas that they are required to be provided by law and thus the
operators should not be held to particular standards for efficiency or cost effectiveness. There was
no rationale for excluding NEMT trips on vans; it was just a vestige of them not having been
included when the process was developed in the early 2000s.

Ba®d on recommendations in the 2020 Public Transit Policy Plan (PTPP), the primary method of
evaluating route performance chamg&FY 2020 comparedpdor years. Rather than using two
separate route evaluation meaBupesductivity and cosffectivenesi this report focuses just on

the latter measure to determine the performance of aBasitey the rating on just the net cost per
passenger trigmplifies the evaluation and avoids cases where a given route might have been
underperforming on one measbut satisfactory on the other meadiitanately, the cost borne

by the taxpayer for a ride taken on a transit vehicle is the most relevant measure of the performance
of that transit service.

With the sole focus of the evaluation on cost effectiv®ieass determined that it was

worthwhile to ensure greater consistency across providers and greater precision at the route level in
the estimation of operating costsprior years, each provider calculated costs at the route level and
reported them thragh its monthly service indicator reports. These reports did not include detail on
how the costs were calculated, -potnmdéstospema:
based on vehicle hours of service. That is, the agency calculatedussanthl’an operating cost,

divided by the total bus and van vehicle hours to determine an hourly rate, and then used that rate to
estimate the costs at the route level.

For this report, the analysis team requested financial information from eachtproeidble to

divide operating costs into three main categories: andidgd costs, costs associated with

volunteer driver or taxi service, and all other costs. Middatge costs include fuel, parts and other
maintenance labor and expenses. Ya®unriver and taxi costs include mileage reimbursement and

the administrative labor needed to schedule and dispatch volunteer and taxi trips. Other costs

include all driver and adnsitnative labor and associated fringe benefits, as well as othedoverhea
costs.This information, in conjunction with other data on the number of revenue miles and revenue
hours operated, al |l oweod ntthée ctoesatm mood eels tfioma teea c
separate rates for vehicle mileage and vehicle hours.

The twoepoint models were then applied to each routedstimate the total operating cost. The

impact of this was generally to increase the costs for commuter ardidtangyes routes relative to

local routes, as the former accumulate many more milessagetérate higher maintenance costs.
Because this model was baseceenmgles and hours, it did not account for large differences
among nosrrevenue service (trips from and back to the garage to the beginning and end of revenue
service). For a few r@agtthat are known to have large amounts efevamue miles and hours,
adjustments were made to costs to reflect this situation. In future years, the total vehicle miles and
hours may be used as the basis for the cost estimates.
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The other significant ahge in the evaluation methmddein 2020vast hat t he oOaccept a
osuccessful 6 thresholds are no | @aoogearisorbtased o
theaverage of the routes or services in that Etassach class, the acceptabtecost per

passenger was set equal to 1.5 times the class average, and the successful net cost per passenger w;
set equal to two thirds of the class average. Thus, any route with a net cost per passenger between
66% and 150% of the class average isleoediacceptable, while those with costs below 66% of

the average are successful and those with high costs more than 150% of the average are
underperforming.

To preserve continuity with past reports,répsrt include(in Appendix Aanalysis of both

ridership and cosffficien@pmparing Vermont routes to sets of national.felership efficiency

is the same @soductivity (riders per unit of service) and effisiency is thgross operating cost

perunit of servicek-or mostcategorieshese efficiency measures are based ggelilode revenue

hour of service, thus measuring the number of people who baaddée cost to operadaring

each hour that a bus, van, or car was operating in service. The exceptions te thrbame th

category, in whiakfficiencyis measured in boardirayed cosper vehicle revenue mile, and the
ExpressCommuter andintercity categories, in whifficiencyis measured in boardiraysd cost

per vehicle trip. Routes in urban areas tend tt $tawer than rural or small town routes, due to
higher |l evels of congestion, and so n@asuring
running a route in areas with more traffic. Express commuter and intercity trips tend to have little
passengeaurnover during the tripn(the inbound directiopeople tend to get on at stops along the

way and then all get off at the final terminal), and so the capacity of the vehicle limits the number of
people who can board.

Peergroups were establisifed eachcategoryand therthe peer average ridership and cost

efficiency was calculatédr the UrbanTourism Express Commuter and Rural Commuter

categories, the peer groups consisted of agencies selected in prior yeaasisticssgere

updated, whiléor other categories, new sets of peers were chosen based on their similarity in overall
operational size to the Vermont operafbinie.calculatedveragesere based on the most recent
available data from the Nationaisit Database (report yea2 R0As stated above, the peer

averageare not evaluation thresholds, but rather serve as reference points to compare the
productivity and cost of Vermont services to those of similar operations aroundttisevely.

important tokeep in mind the effect§the pandemic on peer statistics, as peer data reflect the
greatest impacts of the pandemic, while the Vermont statistics reflect some degree.of recovery

Transit Service Categories

The service category descriptioelswserve as guidelines; some routes or services rfiy not
every description perfectifTrans may also consider ridership and cost data to group similar
services together.
1) Urban: Routesoperating primarily in an urbanized area witlag)lyearound service.
The city served by the route has a population of at least 17,500 peopledamsitygh
development.
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2) Small Town Routesoperating in towns with 7,500 to 17,500 people withyallear
round service. The route typically stays withitoameor two adjoiningownsand does
not run through long stretches of rural areas.

3) Demand Response Primarily service that does not operate on a fixed schedwui@anor
fixed route; also indesroutesthatmi ght ot her wi s e f butoperate t he 0
less than once a day (sBgppeiserviceoperatesnly once a week or a few times a month).
This categorinclude all NEMT service in Vermont, ADA complementary paratransit
servie, trips brokered to taxi servicaadtrips operated by volunteer drivéfslunteer
drivers use theawn vehicles, donate their time to transport ridersa@neligible to
receive reimbursement for mileage aiRBapprovedate.Microtransit serees are listed
in this category separately from the rest of demand response service.

4) Rural: Routesoperating in towns with fewer than 7,500 people or connecting two small
townsrunning through undeveloped areas. These opéesteyearround withdaily
service, but the frequency may be low (more than one hour between trips).

5) Rural Commuter: Routes that are similar to the Rural category above but operate primarily
during peak commute periods. These routes usually connectraelldmalss or villages
with intermediate stops aopleratgrimarilyon state routes in rural areas. Some routes
connect outlying areas to the nearby city, with a significant portion of the mileage in rural
areas.

6) Express Commuter Routes that operaterparily during peak commute periods and
often includeexpressegmentsThese routes are characterized bydoeetional ridership
(in most casedpnger route lengthand serveither of the two largest employment centers
in the region: the core of @knden County or the Upper Valley area spanning Vermont
and New HampshireTheseaoutesprimarily travel on interstdighwag and provide
limited stops, oftegervingpark and ride lots amdajoremployers (rather than other local
destinations).

7) Tourism: Seasonal routes that serve a specific tourist trip generator, such as a ski area.

8) Intercity: Routes operatimggularlyscheduled, fixed route, and limited stop service that
connects place®tin close proximitand makes meaningful connections edaityer
intercity network.

The list of routes and services in each category is not identical t@ISBYE20 T 6 s Bl ue Li ne
discontinued in SFY 2021 but reinstated this§yean er al o f -fiEedTTéussmpr i vat el
routes were also suspended ii20b ut operated in 2022. SEVTO6s e
Valley was operated for only a few days in SFY 2022 before being suspended, and thus it is excluded
from the analysis. GMTO0s portion of the 116 <c
2022 The LINK Express route between Middlebury and Burlington was transferred from GMT to

TVT at the start of SFY 20RCT began a new tourism route serving cyclists at Burke Mounthain

in the summers mentioned above, all intercity bus service was sukpeS&d 2021, but the

US 7 route operated by Vermont Translines and the Greyhound route from White River Junction to
Springfield, MA were reinstated in July 2021.
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STATEWIDE TRENDS

This section describes the trends in Vermontd
delving into routéevel performance in the negction

Transit Ridership

_ _ _ _ In SFY 2@2V e r m ubticGansit
Figure 2: Statewide Ridership systemprovided3.54million trips.
This figure represents a 45% increase
over the total from SFY 2021, but
still remains about 30% below the
ridership carried in SFY 2019.

2022 3,541,000

2021 2,440,000 .
As is true every yeaboathalf of

Ver mont 0 s octurimethes i t t r i
2020 4,155,000 Chittenden County regidn. most

years, Chiteden Countyo6s sh
slightly under 50%, but in SFY 202

2019 5,121,000 the share is1580, indicating that rural

areas saw more ridership loss

associated with the pandemic than

2018 4,742,000 the urban area.

Transit Costs Figure 3: Statewide Operating Costs

In SFY 2@2 transit operating codtstaled _
$53 million, a15.%% increaseverSFY2®@1 2022 ST
(see Figure 3Theincreasés mainly due to

more service being operated (especially

intercity bus and tourism routes), as well as?9?!
increasing fuel prices and labor costs as

inflation and a driver shortage affected all of

the statedsDamanansi t 2080 (i)
Response services sawincrease in cost of

nearly $3 million, while the Urban, Small

Town, Rural and Rural Commuter categorie®19
had increases below the statewide average.

TheChittenden County region accounted for

one thirdof the total costswhich is its typical 2018

share.
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Cost per Tri
P P Figure 4: Cost per Trip

In SFY 2@2 the average cost for a

transit trip in Vermont wad4.96 a 2022
decrease 020% from the prior year

(see Figure 4)he improvemenin

cost effectiveness is due to increase 2021
ridership as travelers returned to the
transit systeniNote that this
calculation involves the gross cost p
trip, and so the lack of fare revenue
SFY2@2 has no impact on this 2019
statistic. As ridershgontinues to

recoveiand inflation easethe cost

per trip would be expected to drop ir 2018

SFY2023.

2020

RESULTSBY SERVICE CATEGORY

Vermont ds transit syst enpesvanppusonarkethdneaslihear r ay of
Urban gIvice ategory generates tiighest sharef ridershipstatewidgfollowed by Small Town

and Demand Respons&ureb illustratesY 22 ridershipby service categaag a share of the

statewide totaCompared tgears before the pandentice Urban categpcomprisea larger

share, mainly because other service types, especially comenigerroutes, suffered steeper

ridership lossaturingthe pandemidrior toFY 2021 the Urban share was generally in th3%4

range, but this share grewi8% in SFY 202In SFY 2022, the share dropgéghtlyto 46% as

other services (commuter and tourism routes) began to r&coakiTown routes also saw their

share shimk, from 21% last year to 18% this year. It is important to note that Urban and Small

Town routes saw ridership gains in SFY 2022, but the gains were not as great as many of the other
route classe$he sharef Demand Responseasroughly the same astigsar but Tourism

recoveredrom 5% to 9% of the total

Figure 6 shows the operating costs per service category as a percentage cbstateBieé

2(22. Because costs were not affected as much by the pandemic as ridership was, the percentage
shaes of costs in SFY222vere similar to those in SFY 2@hd prior year€osts grew for almost

al | categories, except Express Commuter, whic
Express was transferred to TVT and reclassified as a Rural Commutateuazity blus went

from zero percent in SFY 21 to 3% in SFY 22 as service was restarted. Increased fuel prices, higher
labor costs, raised mileage reimbursement rates, and general inflation affected all routes in the state.
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Figure5: TransitRidership by Service Category

Express Commut Intercity Bus

Rural Commut 3% 1%
5%

Figure6: Operating Costs by Service Category

Express Commuter Intercity Bus

Not surprisingly, Urban service consumes a smaller percentage of the total cost compared to its
share of the total ridership, because urban bus routes, which can carry 40 people or more on some
trips, are more cosffective on a per passenger basis.nmmast,Demand Response service
consume38% of the total cost but only accountsifg¥ of thetotal riders. This reflects the fact

that many demand response trips are carrying one person, or at most a few people, at a time. Rural
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Commuter, Express Commautaaind Intercity Bus all consume greater shares of the cost than of the
ridership because these trips are generally longer and thus more costly than local trips in an urban or
small town area.

These differences in the cost per trip by mode are shongrexplicitlyn Figure7. Urban Small
TownandTourism had cost per trip that aslower than the statewide aver&genpared to SFY
2021, the cost per trip dropped for all route classes lighé¢o ridership. The decreases were
greatest for TourisrAd3%) and Rural41%) and least for Demand Respoi®4) and Small

Town ¢14%).Demand Respons@&d commuter routes wehe mosexpensivéypes of service on

a per trip basis. Demand Respdrips would be even more expensive were it not for the fact that
40%of all sucttrips were operated by volunteer drivers who were paid only for the mileage they
accumulatednd nothing for their time.

Figure7: Cost per Trigby Service Category

$40.00 $37-73
$35.00
$31.30 $30.06
$30.00 —
$20.00 —
$14.96
$15.00 —
$11.17
10.00 —
$ $6 87 $5 98
$5.00 —
$0.00 . )
Statewide  Urban Small Town Demand Tourlsm Rural Rural Express
Response Commuter Commuter
LOCAL SHARE
The Public Transit Section also examines the

revenueThe Vermont Public Transit Policy Plan establishes a statewide goal that 20% of the funds
for public transportation should gpeneratetbcally. Thisis a broad interpretation of local funding

to include fare revenue, contributions from individuals, contracts with outside agencies, and
payments from cities and towhs.other words, local share refers to the percentage of transit
expensethat arenotcovered by the Federal Transit Administration, the Feligiialay

Administration, or the State (and exclutkte 8inding for capital, Rideshare, RTAP, JARC, and
Medicaid).

1 The federal definition of local match for FTA fuexisludesare revenue from the calculatioriincludes state
operating assistance.
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Figure8 displays the local share of transit operating budgetgsidém SFY 202, based on actual
operati ng e x p ganstrackingfspreadshedtiese digureexclude funding for

Medicaid transportation, and thus are less than the total shown in Higeo®itinuedstatewide

policy of fardree sence resulted ilbwerthannormallocal shase The local shares in SFY 2022

are even lower than those in SFY 2021 because in addition to the lack of fare revenue, the significant
increases in federal aid associated with coronavirus relief prograneslbeal restch

requirements. Many transit providers continued to collect local contributions from municipalities,
institutional partners, and individual donors, but they did not spend those funds because there was
no match requirement. This local moneybwiltvailable in future years to match federal capital and
operating fundd.he Iccal sharstatewide dropped fror®% to 8% Excluding GMTUrban, the

local share of transit budgets outside of Chittenden Qivappedrom 7% last yeato 6%.

Figue 8: Local Share

Statewide Statewide, Excluding GMUrban
(in $millions) (in $millions)
m Local Funding
$37.3 $22.9 State and Federal
92% 94% Funding

ELDERS AND PERSONS WITH DISABILITIES (E&D) TRANSPORTATION
PROGRAM

FTAG $5310 progrars targetetbwardolder adultgpeople 6@&nd olderand peple with

disabilities. The E&DrBgram, as it is commonly known, is used in most parts of the country to
finance the purchase of accessible vans and busesnbntthe scope of the E&DrBgram has
been gpandedyincorporating funds from the 853furdl funding progranto help pay for
administrative and preventive maintenance costs

In SFY22, the total amount spent on the E&D program in Vermont sva&rsillion, 93% of

which (&.75million) was fedat moneyThis federal percentage is higher than in prior years
because coronavirus relief funds do not require the 20% match that regular formulaSonmds do.
of the local match for the federal funds consistedkirfighcontributions from the volunteer

drivers who provide E&D service for the transit ageesall, E&D ridership wa®entinued to

be negatively affectedthg pandemic, with abal@7000 trips carried compared®@0,000 in
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SFY 19The SFY 22 figure was 30% higher than the SFY 21 figure of 90,0G0eip3viountain

Transit (GMT) with its partners Special Services Transportation Agency in Chittenden County and
CIDER in Grand Isle County accounted for the largest share at@¥amittBe totalRural

Community Transportati@accounted for the second largest shd@®afThe cost per passenger

trip ranged from abo®27 at Marble Valley in Rutland, to abobie$@riValley Transit.

Trips funded through the E&D Program are pregidcross many modexl serve many purposes

as shown in Figu8In SFY 2@2, 3% of E&D trips were mvided on bus route3¢% in vans,

and most importantlys%% in private cars operated by volunteer driVeese figures represent a
significanshift of about 10% fromrolunteer driveroward vansompared t&FY 2021. Higher

gasoline prices in the second half of the fiscal year discouraged some volunteers from driving as
much as they had in the p&sime526 of E&D trips transport people to mediggpaintments

and critical care services such as dialysis and cancer treatments. Because of the pandemic, travel to
adult day programs and senior maaisinued to be lower than in grandemic yearShopping

and social/personal tripecounted for nearyquarter of E&D trips

Figure9: E&D Trips by Modand Purpose

Bus

Sedan Social/ Vocational

0%

Volunteer driver trips cost less per passengéndrniprzangndcanprovidea more personalized

service to seniors and persons with disabilities, some of whom are traveling long distances (including
to neighboring states) for medical services and other needs. Volunteer drivers are especially
importantto mobility inlargerural areas, where the plaion is thinly distributed, such as the

Northeast Kingdontowever, in places where bus service is available, having E&D passengers use
the bus routes is the most eefective means of travel.

VTrans is working to expand the pool of drivers by ertgtite program beyond volunteers to

paid contractors, similar to drivers for Uber and Lyft. Together, the contract drivers and volunteers
wi || be consi der adwilbb€ paid either fortmyleage oriatvae rogrly rate

under contract. Thisew concept had not yet taken effect in SFY 2022.
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COUNTY -LEVEL STATISTICS

Ref
(Ch

tiny
cou

lecting overall population by county, public transit boardings by county show one large county
ittenden), accounting for hal\bé r m dransit@rgs, four mediwsize conties accounting

for betweer6% and B% of trips, seven small counties with betW#eand 4% of trips, and two
counties witkess than 1% daf the statewide totalhe breakdown of public transit trips by

nty of origin in SFY 2Ris presentenh Figure 0.

Figure D: Public Transit Trips by County of Origin in SF2220
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ROUTE-LEVEL PERFORMANCE

Based on recommendations in the 2020 Public Transit Policy Frab]ith&ransit Section
evaluates Ver mont 8 s efteativeemes$ridr to 2020, boih predsctivityyandt h e i r
costeffectiveness were used to evaluate routes, but as described earlier, the evaluation method was
changed to focus on casgfectiveness, while retaining productivity andefiigency as reference
measures to compare to national peer grbapthe evaluationll &ransit services in theakeare

groupedy service category amdhluatedgainsthe average performance iattbategoryt is

important to reiterat@hile all services in Vermont were affected by the pandemic, VTrans
understands that the impacts did not affect all services. equally

Methodology for Developing Performance Standards

Since 2020he performance evaluatlwas beebased orwomparing the net cost per passenger for
each rout¢o the average of each route class. This figigrealculated by taking the gross operating
cost, subtracting out any fare revenue and then dividingnioyrther of boardingés no fare

revenue was collected in SFY282cept on intercity bus roytéee net cost per passenger is equal
to the gross cost per passenger.

The 0Succes s éaohlsérvice categony was@of theocategory averagel dime
OAcceptabl ed standar d Thws $ardute Or%ervicé codtdvadsaf | as s a
the class average or less per passenger, it was successful, but if it cost 50% more than the class
average on a per passenger basis, it was naalalecept

Table 1 summarizes the SFZ28erformance standards by categdrg.standardsom SFY

2021 are shown for referendéhe standards for last year wefkected the depths of the pandemic

and so the average cost per passenger for this fisisdbyesfor every route clas©ther than

the Demand Response class, which is similar to last year, the standard for this year is about 20%
lower on average than the standard from SFY i@ Intercity standard is not shown in the table
sinceit has leen fixed by contract since the introduction of intercity service in SFY 2015

Table 1: SFY 2@ Performance Standard€ompared to SFY 20

"Successful'CostEffectiveness "Acceptablé CostEffectiveness
Standard Standard

Service Category 2022 2021 2022 2021

Urban $5.99 $7.63 $13.49 $17.16
Small Town $10.41 $12.13 $23.42 $27.28
Demand Response $3065 $31.67 $68.96 $71.26
Tourism $4.86 $6.92 $10.94 $15.57
Rural $22.56 $26.35 $50.76 $59.28
Rural Commutér $33.38 $43.35 $75.11 $97.53
Express Commuter $26.16 $34.97 $58.86 $78.68

2The thresholds are based on the straight average of services in the Rural Commuter class. If a weighted average had
been used, the Acceptable threshold would have been $46.95 and six additional routes would have been deemed not
acceptable. The straight average is so high because four of the five routes that did fail had extremely high costs per
passenger, ranging betw$&h? and $172.
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Route Evaluation Results

Given the way the standards werelsetaistmayjority(85%) d the 108 transitservices evaluated
across thetatemetthe Acceptablstandard$or costeffectivenessA sizable portior32%) of the
state$ transit routes we considereduscessfulthus leaving186 in the acceptabbit-not-
successful group.

Improved Transit Routes
Threeroutesmoved from underperforming to acceptable performamrog-effectiveness since

SFY 2@1. Two other routes saw improved performance which got them close to the range
threshold, but did not quite make it below the threshold

T I'n the Small Town category, GMCNOG6s Blue RO
$28.09 to $14.91 and the Middlebury Shuttle operated by TVT improved from $28.30 to
$22.55.

T I'n the Rural Commut e rolLudlewtreug onprgved fivthViRI2DH s R u
to $22.68 due to a-f@ld increase in ridership. SFY 2021 ridership had hveselge
impacted by the pandemic.

1 The two other improved routes that did not quite achieve acceptable status are the Valley
Floor Shuttle operated by GMRural which improved from $91.37 per passenger to $13.35
per passenger, and arMhiéhsmp@®veefrom ELL7p/4 te $86.81C 0 mm

Underperforming Transit Services

Statewidel5 transit services did not meet the Acceptable thresholds feffecsteness Sixof
these servicemderperformetbr the first time:
1 RCT: Jayyn Shuttle
VABVI Demand Response
RCT: Burke Shuttle
GMT-Rural: US 2 Commuter

1
1
1
1 Vermont Translines US 7

The JayLyn Shuttle showed a significant ridership loss compared to SFY 2021, while the cost to
operate it was much higher than the prior year. It is likely that $63t 2stimate was too low for

this route based on further examination. It did not miss the Acceptable threshold by a large margin
and if ridership recovers in SFY 23, it should achieve acceptable performanc&/thidBy¥alr. 6 s

demand response servicerapes many long trips with few opportunities for coordinating
passengers into a singl e vnewsewiteeatering © méustaiBu r k e

3 Technically, the ADA paratransit service operated by Advancealransit SEV T 8 s aio undetparformedr out e
with regard to cost effectiveness. Because of the change in the scope of the Demand RespoAs€ éategody,D A
serviceonly startedeing included in the Route Performance Rep8fY 19Unlike other agencies that have a mix of
demand response data, ADA paratransit is the only type of demand response service operated by AT. The regulations
regarding ADA service limit thailay of AT to schedule these trips in a-efftient way, and AT does not have the

possibility of coordinatintgemwith other demand response service, as other agencies do, since it does not operate

E&D or Medicaid servic&he Stratton route is newdal00% privately funded, so it is not considered

underperforming in this context.
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bike riders. The peak demand would have been in July through September and thus the performance
in May and June is likely not representative of its cost effectMesess.the operation of the US

2 Commuter is performed by RCT. GRUiral operates one routrgh per day; if this service were
considered as part of leRvGuldDerate with aniacceptable cbhseperr o u t
passenger. Finally, the level of service on the US 7 intercity route operated by Vermont Translines
was doubled when service was reinitiated. As of the end of SFY 22, ridership has not responded
sufficiently tallow the service to have an acceptable net cost per pagédmgies. initiation of

Amtrak service between Burlington and Rutland and then on to Albany and New York City in the
summer of 2022, it will be important to continue monitoring ridership O théntercity bus line.

Table diststhe services that have beederperformingpr at leastwo consecutive yealsis not

surprising that half of these are commuter services, since these were hit especially hard by the
pandemic. GMT&6s Airport route is a combinatio
Burlington Circulator. This route was extendednoect with other services at the Downtown

Transit Center at the beginning of SFY 2023, which may help its performance. Advance Transit is
planning to restructure the Yellow Route as part of its ongoing Transit Development Plan.

Table 2: Underperformingervices

Service Category Route Years Underperforming
Express Commute TVFStagecoach: 89er 9

Rural Commuter TVT: Thetford Connector 2
Rural Commuter RCT: 15/14 Commuter 3
Rural Commuter RCT: Littleton 2
Rural Commuter SEVT: Okemo Seasonal 2
Urban GMTUrban: Airport 2
Urban GMTUrban: Williston/Essex 7
Rural TVT: Bradford Circulator 3
Small Town AT: Yellow Route 3
Tourism GMT: Valley Floor Shuttle 3

Performance Graphs

The next section of the report includes graphs depictiogstheffectiveness all transit s@ices

in Vermontfor SFY 202. For each route, the graph shows the net cost per passenger as a solid

color bar and the gross cost per passenger as a grayljgaBecause there were no fares
collectedexcept on intercity bus routell net cost and gross cost are equal in everjlease.

standard for Succesgb@formancesqual to th€&6% of the classverages shown on each graph

as a green line, iehthe standard for Acceptapiformanceequal to 150% of the class aveiage,

shown as a red lindew transit services;, portions of existing servicesich are funded through

the CMAQ Pogram are distinguishedagiagonal lini@l in the graps. Each provider has a

specific and consistent color used throughout all of the grajohsf the charts, for Small Town

and Rural Commuter, are split into two pages because of the large number of routes in those classes.
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The Demand Response charteated a bit differently from the others. The gross cost per

passenger is not shown as very few of the demand responsensrilbese any fare revenue

even when fares are collectecondly, the chart also shows the percentage of demand response
trips that are operated by volunteer drivers for each agency through grey dots that refer-to the right
hand axis. Dots that appear higher on the chart indicate a greater percentage of trips operated by
volunteer drivers. In general, there is an inversengigtibetween costfectiveness and

volunteer percentage, as volunteer trips are typically less costly than those operated by agency
drivers. However, there are other important factors affecting cost, such as the average length of the
trips and the dengibf demand, which can affect how easily an agency can coordinate trips. Thus,
GMT-Urban has a lower cost per passenger thanf&Nal even though GMRural uses

volunteer drivers much more often. Demand response trips in th&J(bsiT area tend to be
muchshorter than those in other areas, and the higher population density in Chittenden County
allows for more ride coordination.

AppendixA contains two additional setsgodphshowing the ridership efficiency (productivity)

and cost efficiency of eacht@urhese charts also show the average performance of the national
peers on these measufidse peer performance is based @1 8ata, and therefore reflettte

impacts of the pandemidis appendix alsnocludesll of theperformance data in a tabular format
for easy referenc&ppendix B includes charts that portvayoricatidershipfotal operatingost,

and cost per trip by transit systdimnsion from SFY 208 through SFY 2Z2. AppendixC presents

the historical peormanceor every route or service in Vermérom SFY 20& through SFY 222,
showing the trersdn ridership efficiency, cost efficieacyl coseffectiveness.
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COST-EFFECTIVENESS PERFORMANCE
BY SERVICE CATEGORY

FOR THE PERIOD
JULY 2021 THROUGH JUNE 2022
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2022 Urban Cost per Passenger

Graph #1
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Graph #2: 2022 Small Town Cost per Passenger (page 1)
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Note: Data for AT routeepresent the entire route, even though a portion of the route is in New Hampshire.
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2022 Small Town Cost per Passenger (page 2)

Graph #2
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Graph #3: 2022 Demand Response Cost per Passenger
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Graph #5: 2022 Rural Cost per Passenger
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